Procedure
• Targets presented for 54ms at one of 36 isoeccentric locations (4.5 o eccentricity) • Prior to data collection we established "baseline" contrast to obtain ~80% performance across all locations for each observer 
Analysis
• Data were fit with hemi-ellipses and performance was compared to expected performance based on the ellipse fits.
(see Anderson, Cameron, & Levine, 2014) • Performance on both orientation discrimination and simple detection varies as a function of target location.
• Performance improves as stimuli are moved farther from the VM (up to about 1 deg).
• Increasing target size does not reduce the North and South effect. (Note there were two sizes of the Gabor patches. This was designed to equate number of cycles across the two SF conditions.)
• None of the fits capture the North and South effects.
• The fact that the North effect exists in a simple detection task suggests that the North effect is not solely dependent on orientation mechanisms and may rely on more primitive mechanisms. • Performance can be poor at the location directly above the point of fixation (Carrasco, Talgar & Cameron, 2001 ); this has been referred to as a North effect (Anderson, Cameron & Levine, 2014; Cameron & Rathje, 2006) • Performance can also be poor at the location directly below the point of fixation (Carrasco, Talgar & Cameron, 2001 ); this has been referred to as a South effect (Anderson, Cameron & Levine, 2014) Question: Are these effects limited to the vertical meridian?
• Performance has typically been explored at not more than 8 locations -the cardinal and intercardinal axes. The two previous studies (Abrams, Nizam & Carrasco, 2012 and Cameron & Rathje, VSS 2006) that tested at more locations were limited in the number of stimuli placed very near the vertical meridian (VM).
• Last year, measuring performance at 36 locations -many very near the VM -we reported that performance improves as stimuli appear further from the VM, up to ~1.5 deg from the VM.
• Here we explore the effect of task, target size and spatial frequency on visual perception near the VM.
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d' is plotted as a function of location for squares of two sizes, fit with hemiellipses. Performance is poor on the VM even for a simple detection task. Smaller targets do not result in larger North or South effects.
Contrast (as in figures to the left) as a function of distance from the VM, averaged across left and right visual fields. Poor performance is constrained to be near the VM; more so at the smaller target size.
d' as a function of angle from fixation (same layout as figures to the left). The linear model is slightly better for simple detection than for orientation discrimination as the North and South effects are more constrained to VM.
